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DETAILED ACTION 
Summary 

1 . Claims 1-24 are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 5, 6, 9, 13, 14, 17, 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Heinlein US 5,800,181 (hereinafter Heinlein). 

Regarding Claim 1, Heinlein discloses: 

receiving the electronic voting message from a client; 

column 1 line 43-45, group decision support provides for various members to 
vote on various issues to reach consensus - see Figure 2 for an illustration of the 
various client PC's utilized in Heinlein's invention. 

removing an identity of the client from the message, wherein the removing 
results in an anonymous message; and 

column 3 line 11-14, groupware removes the identity of the client from the 
message so that the message is anonymous. 

identifying one or more votes in the anonymous 
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message. 

Column 3 line 27-29, the apparatus identifies, and tallies the votes in the 
anonymous message. 

Regarding Claim 5, Heinlein discloses: 

wherein one of the votes includes freeform comment. 

Column 3 line 22-25, team members can submit their ideas anonymously (i.e. in 
a freeform comment) - see also column 7 line 35-37. 

Regarding Claim 6, Heinlein discloses: 

adding the one or more votes to the total number of votes. 

Column 3 line 27-29, automatic counting and tallying of votes is provided (i.e. 
tallying votes to count to a total number of votes). 

Claims 9, 13, 14, 17, 21 and 22 recite limitations similar to those addressed in 
the rejection of Claims 1, 5 and 6 above, and are therefore rejected under the same 
rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 2-4, 7, 8, 10-12, 15, 16, 18-20, 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

103(a) as being unpatentable over Heinlein in view of Bayer US 6,311,190 (hereinafter 

Bayer). 

Regarding Claim 2, Heinlein's invention provides determining whether the client 
is authorized to vote, because they are participating on a team to perform process 
safety management within a corporation. 

However, Heinlein does not teach: 

determining whether the client is authorized to vote, 

wherein the identifying is performed response to the determination. 

Bayer teaches: 

determining whether the client is authorized to vote, 
wherein the identifying is performed response to the determination 

Column 25 line 26-30, the person is evaluated to determine if they are eligible to 

vote. 

Column 10 line 21-22 & line 33-37, a person is registered with the system and 
logged so that when they attempt to vote, the system checks to determine whether they 
are eligible before it allows them to vote. 
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Bayer and Heinlein address utilizing computer networks to gain inputs from a 
plurality of individuals, thus both Bayer and Heinlein are analogous art. 

Bayer teaches that authorizing a client before they vote ensures that the client 
does not vote more than once (Column 3 line 24-26). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Heinlein regarding obtaining anonymous votes from 
clients to include the step of determining whether the client is authorized to vote and 
where the identifying of the votes is performed in response to the determining, as taught 
by Bayer, because it would ensure that votes are not tallied unless the voter was 
determined to be eligible to vote. 

Regarding Claim 3, Heinlein does not teach: 
sending a confirmation message to the client, the 
confirmation message including a summary of the determination. 

However the examine takes Official Notice that sending confirmation messages 
to a client, including ones that include a summary of a determination of whether a 
person is authorized to vote, is old and well known in the art. Such a technique 
provides a quick and easy way to communicate a person's authorization status upon 
their attempting to access a security-protected capability online. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Heinlein, regarding providing anonymous voting, to 
include the step of sending a confirmation message summarizing the determination of a 
person's authorization to vote, because it would provide a quick and easy way to 
communicate said authorization status. 

Regarding Claim 4, Heinlein's invention provides determining whether the client 
is authorized to vote, by virtue of the fact that they are participating on a team to 
perform process safety management within a corporation 

Heinlein does not teach: 

retrieving the identity of the client; 

comparing the identity of the client to one or more authorized identifiers 
retrieved from a voter data store. 

Bayer teaches: 

retrieving the identity of the client; 

comparing the identity of the client to one or more authorized identifiers 
retrieved from a voter data store. 



Application/Control Number: 09/941 ,252 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3623 

Column 14 line 53-61, the Reg ID cookie is pulled from a client's browser (i.e. 
identify of the client is retrieved) and compared to the Reg. ID's in the records of the 
tables storing registration information (i.e. voter data store). 

As discussed above, Bayer teaches that registering and authorizing a voter to 
vote prevents voters from voting more than once. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Heinlein, regarding providing anonymous voting, to 
include the step of sending a confirmation message summarizing the determination of a 
person's authorization to vote, because it would ensure authorization of voters to 
prevent voters from voting more than once. 

Regarding Claim 7, Heinlein teaches tallying votes to reach a total count, as 
discussed above, but does not teach: 

sending the total number of votes to a receiving server, wherein the 
receiving server is adapted to include the total number of votes with other 
received votes. 



Bayer teaches: 
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sending the total number of votes to a receiving server, wherein the 
receiving server is adapted to include the total number of votes with other 
received votes. 

Figure 1, transaction server (i.e. receiving server) receives votes from the 
network as cast by the network voter/registrant - see also column 16 line 59-63, votes 
are tallied into the database. 

Bayer and Heinlein address utilizing computer networks to gain inputs from a 
plurality of individuals, thus both Bayer and Heinlein are analogous art. 

Bayer teaches that utilizing a receiving server to count the votes allows a voter to 
immediately see results when they vote (Column 3 line 19-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Heinlein regarding obtaining anonymous votes from 
clients to include the step of sending the votes to the receiving server, as taught by 
Bayer, because it would enable the voter to immediately see the results when they vote. 

Regarding Claim 8, Heinlein teaches: 

wherein the electronic message is selected from the group consisting of a 

phone-in message, a private client email message, a public client email message, a 
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hypertext transfer protocol message, a computer network message, an Active X 
message, and a Java message. 

Column 5 line 25-28, the participants submit their votes and ideas on individual 
PC's to the PC server, the votes and ideas are submitted as a computer network 
message - see Figure 1 #106 "network" and Figure 2. 

Claims 10-12, 15, 16, 18-20, 23, 24 recite limitations similar to those addressed 
in the rejection of Claims 2-4, 7 and 8 above, and are therefore rejected under the 
same rationale. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

US 2001/0047290 by Petras discloses a system for creating and maintaining a 
database of user opinions. 

JP 08293883 A by Yasuhiro discloses anonymous email transmission and 
forwarding. 

KR 2001044491 A by Park discloses a system for anonymous customer 
feedback. 

Gavish, B; Gerdes, J. Jr; Sridhar, S;"CM3: a distributed group decision support 
system", Dec 1995, HE Transactions, Vol. 27, No. 6, p.722(12), Dialog 09914282 
'17788503. 



Application/Control Number: 09/941,252 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 3623 

PR Newswired, "eCrush.com Announces Completion of Series B round of 
Funding", Jul 19, 2000, PR Newswire, p. 1, ProQuest ID 56612867. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan G. Sterrett whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6881. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on 571-272-6729. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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